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JURASSIC LARK 


A recent Hollywood movie is predicted to gross $200 million, 
"but this could be doubled by profits from tie-in products 
such as hamburgers, toys, pyjamas, cereals, underwear and 
sleeping bags." 1 ' Advertising of the film and its products 
in the US alone is to exceed $68 million, $8 million more 
than it cost to make. By co-incidence, California is also 
the hub of USA creationism, being effectively promoted 
through the Institute for Creation Research. 

The film tells how genetic technology is abused to bring 
dinosaurs back to life, using DNA preserved in a blood¬ 
sucking insect. Scientists in California claimed recently oc 
have extracted genetic material from an extinct weevil 
embedded in Lebanese amber. ' It has been suggested than 
further research could eventually turn the ficticr.il 
scenario into possible reality. However, Dr.Russell Higuehi, 
an expert in genetic microbiology, has condemned the film, 
saying it grossly overstated the capabilities of DNA. People 
might think: "If dinosaurs can be brought back to life, \.rc 
^<j>ws what other evil gene technology may be capable of 7 


It is hard to justify research aimed at recreating dinosaurs 
as a means of solving any of the serious problems of toca. , 
or even as a feasible commercial venture. A more likel. 
motive would be the ultimate challenge of evolutionary’ 
research- the creation of life from chemicals, with its 
implicit denial of the need for a Supernatural Power. 

While many will doubtless judge the film to be harmless 
science-fiction, it could also be seen as yet more 
propaganda for Evolution, which has been under heavy attack 
in the last decade, especially in the USA. It is 
particularly targetted towards children, who are usually 
fascinated by dinosaurs. Weird and wonderful monsters, 
literally larger-than-life, with impressively long names and 
even longer ancestry, they could have been designed for 
marketing ! Regrettably, they are being used to the glory 
of Mammon, rather than of God, their Creator. AN 
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(1) "Daily Telegraph" 15 June 1993. 

(2) D.T. 10 June 1993. 

(3) ibid. 

Reading: Pamphlets 275 'Dinosaurs' 

280 'Anglo-Saxon Dinosaurs' , available @ lOp each from : 
CSM, 50 Brecon Ave.,Portsmouth, England P06 2AW. 

"Evolution- Fact or Faith ?■ by David Bird. (pb. 41pp). 
Recommended summary of scientific evidence against 
Evolution. Reviewed in DAYLIGHT #7, p.26. Now available for 
just £2 including postage- a bargain at less than the 
air-mail postage from Australia ! 

Overseas agents. My thanks to those who offered to help in 
this respect. After careful consideration, it has been 
decided not to pursue this idea for the present. Instead, we 
have adopted polythene mailing envelopes for overseas, 
taking advantage of the printed-papers postage rates, with 
considerable savings in costs. Please note that supplies of 
yellow flyers are available on request to members wishing to 
help publicise DAYLIGHT. 

An apology. Mr.Aloysius Rodrigues, featured in the Congress 
photograph in the last issue, is known as 'Ally', but should 
not have been 'Ali', implying different racial/religious 
associations ! 


Subscriptions. For most of you, your sub. of £5 should be 
paid in September for the next four issues. Please refer to 


your address lab e l with the following code: 

93 = sub.paid up to issue 8 - please renew by Nov.1st. 
92 = subscription overdue for 1992 - please submit. 

= Gift Subscription paid by another subscriber. 

DC = Complimentary copy from DAYLIGHT. 


include articles on: 




How long were the Creation Days ? 

Evolution and the Sanctity of Life. 

Creationist Catholic or Protestant Fundamentalist ? 
Teilhard de Chardin - prophet of the 'New Age' ! 


Making room. Extension work is planned to create an Office 
for DAYLIGHT in the Editor's heme. The disruption ensuing 
will probably delay the production of the next issue, so my 
apologies in advance ! AN. 









EVOLUTION AND THE CATHOLIC FAITH 


by Anthony Nevard 


Many Catholics maintain that Evolution, if true, must be 
compatible with Christianity. Yet, in being taught as a 
scientifically-proven fact, it allows no consideration of 
any supernatural creative activity, and denies in principle 
the authority of Divine Revelation, whether of Catholic 
Tradition, the Bible, or the teaching of Jesus Christ 
Himself. It can be argued that the world-wide indoctrination 
in false evolutionary materialism over the last century has 
been the root cause of the present crisis of Faith in the 
Catholic Church, as well as of many evils in modern society. 

Pope St Pius X taught in his encyclical "Pascendi" (1907) that evolution is the chief 
doctrine of the Modernists, and that they thus reasoned that everything must be 
subjected to its laws: dogma, Church, worship, sacred books, the faith itself. Firstly 
they claimed that science and faith should be independent of each other, as they deal 
with different objects - science can offer experimental proof of its theories in relation 
to phenomena testable by the senses, the faith deals with supernatural realities 
unknown to science. Asserting that all verifiable knowledge comes through the 
experience of the senses, they reject formulations of revealed dogmas as means of 
knowing truth, and demand that faith must not only be in harmony with science and 
history (which is correct if both are true), but must be subject to them if there be any 
conflict between them. 

The Vatican Council (1870) taught that there can never be any real disagreement 
^jfetwe^ itJsoh e same fiod^w^ 

faith and has put the light of reason into the human soul. Any apparent contradiction 
lies in either a misunderstanding of the correct meaning of the Church’s dogma or the 
acceptance of deceptive assertions of opinions as axioms of reason. Faith and reason 
are in fact mutually advantageous. M For right reason demonstrates the foundations of 
faith and, enlightened by the light of faith, it pursues the science of divine things; faith 
on the other hand, sets reason free and guards it from errors and furnishes it with 
extensive knowledge." The Church claims therefore the right apd duty to proscribe 
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assertions ol science that are opposed to revealed doctrine. It cannot be argued that 
the doctrine must be understood in a new way, as "If anyone says that as science 
pi ogresses it is sometimes possible for dogmas that have been proposed by the Church 
to receive a different meaning from the one which the Church understood and 
understands: let him be anathema.” (1) 

Father Sasia SJ recognised the way that what was claimed to be a matter of science 
had become a charter for atheism. He wrote in 1903; "Science, after having solemnly 
protested that it based its conclusions solely upon experience , and that experiment has 
nothing to do with the questions of the origin and essence or nature of things...; that 
it did not concern itself either about the first causes of beings or about their end or 
purpose...; yet, strange to say, this same science claims to have disproved, it would 
seem, the very existence of the First Cause! The progress of chemistry, physics, 
astronomy appears to have demonstrated the uselessness of a Creator!" (2). 

The last sentence is interesting as there is no mehtion of biology or geology, which 
most people would imagine formed the basis of the evidence put forward to support 
evolution. But the point is that, by 1903, this was already assumed as fact! The 
theory was being extrapolated to account for the origin of life, the earth, the solar 
system, the very substance, existence and laws of the entire universe! "Who made 
you? "Evolution made me!" It was now clear that such ideas directly attacked the 
Christian doctrines, on God and man. 


1 heologians since the early Church Fathers have speculated about the exact meaning 
of the days of creation in Genesis. (3) Should they be understood as literal *24 hour 
days, or might they be an allegorical device, and creation actually have been 
instantaneous? Need God take that long? When geology seemed to indicate a very 
old Earth, the popular view became the belief that the ’days’ need to be interpreted 
as long ages’ and then science and faith could be satisfied. Some scientists and 


theologians believed in successive creations and catastrophes to account for the 
fossiliferous rocks. It was a commonly held belief, even by many scientists, that life 
could naturally arise from non-living matter, as apparently stated in Genesis, and 
atheists lostered this myth to avoid the argument that life requires Divine intervention 
to be created. However, Pasteur in 1864 satisfied most of the scientific community 
that such 'spontaneous generation’ 


creation of @ 


ISMtJPl 


urea rati 


the atheists could not tbrerate, 


needed as escape route - and Darwin provided it, by his theory of natural selection 
(The Origin of Species", 1859). However, Mendel in 1865 published his work on 
inheritance that would have destroyed Darwin’s theory had it become vM&tyimcwn. 
he demonstrated that inherited factors were merely rearranged by reproduction, not 
created or destroyed by breeding, hence there was no known way for nature to 
produce new inherited information - and this was the main weakness of Darwin’s 


theory - the lack of a mechanism for producing genetic variation. Mendel's research 
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provided another powerful argument for creation and against evolution, but it was 
ignored until 1900, when de Vries discovered mutations - spontaneous genetic changes 
that can cause visible dillerences to arise in an organism. Without any proof, 
evolutionists claimed that natural selection worked on variants produced by chance 
beneficial mutations; Mendel was hailed as the pioneer of modern genetic science, and 
the Synthetic Theory 1 , or ’New-Darwinism’ became the standard doctrine of biology 

(4). In their attempts to prove it, much was made of the fossils which were supposed 
to furnish hard evidence of the evolutionary process. It is now acknowledged that 
they do not. Mutations were supposed to be able to create new advantageous 
adaptations - they cannot do so. Natural selection was supposed to create new kinds 
of life - it just eliminates the less adapted varieties. Spontaneous generation is claimed 
to have occurred millions of years ago by chance events. Modern science has totally 
failed to create life. (5) 

There is a commonly held myth that scientists are a form of pure rational spirit, coolly 
logical, disinterested and dispassionate, carefully weighing all the relevant evidence and 
following it to its inevitable conclusion. This cannot be claimed for many evolutionists; 
as this statement by Professor Watson, made in 1929, shows: 'The theory of evolution 
is universally accepted not because it can be proved by logically coherent evidence to 
be true but because the only alternative, special creation, is clearly incredible." (6) 
Thus the rationalist proclaims his conviction, based entirely on prejudice and not on 
proofs of science. The evidence of science points overwhelmingly against evolution, 
as an increasing number of scientists are now realising. (7) 

The reason Darwin’s theory began to cause concern in the Church was because it 
proposed that Mankind had evolved from an animal ancestor. In the late 19th 
century, some Catholics who took this view met with disfavour in Rome, and in 1909 
the Biblical Commission issued a decree affirming the following traditional beliefs to 
be required of a Catholic: 

(1) the creation of the entire world at the beginning of time; 

(2) the special creation of man and the formation of the first woman from the first 
man; 

^4^-^ race; ~ ™ 

(4) the initial happiness of our first parents in the state of justice, integrity and 
immortality; 

(5) the testing of Adam and Eve through a positive precept; 

(6) the temptation and transgression under the influence of the devil; 



As we have seen, not only is the true nature of Man attacked, but that of God as 
well. "Some will contend that the theory of evolution, as it is called - a theory which 
has not yet been proved beyond contradiction even in the sphere of natural science - 
applies to the origin of all things whatsoever. Accepting it without caution, without 
reservation, they boldly give rein to monistic or pantheistic speculations which 
represent the whole universe as left at the mercy of a continual process of evolution. 
Such speculations are eagerly welcomed by the Communists, who find in them a 
powerful weapon for defending and popularising their system of dialectical materialism; 
the whole idea of God is thus to be eradicated from men’s minds." (16) Pope Pius 
continues by making the connection of evolution with existentialism, ’a new philosophy 
of error’, and adds 'There is, too, a false use of the historical method, which confines 
its observations to the actual happenings of human life, and in doing so contrives to 
undermine all absolute truth, all absolute laws, whether it is dealing with the problems 
of philosophy or with the doctrines of the Christian religion." (17) 


Despite the clear, stern and logical warnings of Humani Generis, most Catholics have 
been taught that Evolution is fully accepted by the Church, so long as you believe that 
'God did it’. This might imply either that God created a world capable of self- 
evolving by its own laws, or that God guided matter through an evolutionary process. 
Most ’official’ Catholic publications, for example those of the Catholic Truth Society 
and school catechetical texts, adopt this stance of theistic evolution. Unbelievers, 
however, may see this as illogical. Richard Bozarth wrote in 1978 in the ’American 
Atheist’: "Christianity is - must be - totally committed to the special creation as 
described in Genesis and Christianity must fight with all its full might, fair or foul, 
against the theory of evolution ... the whole justification of Jesus’ life and death is 
predicated on the existence of Adam and the forbidden fruit he and Eve ate. Without 
the original sin, who needs to be redeemed? Without Adam’s fall into a life of 
constant sin terminated by death, what purpose is there to Christianity? None." (18) 
Secular humanism bases its manifesto on evolution: “Religious humanists regard the 
universe as self-existing and not created." Whether false philosophies tend towards 
atheism or pantheism, they share rejection of Biblical Creation and a personal God. 
Ethics thus becomes centred on evolving man, and has no absolutes. Evolution implies 
constant change, the situation can justify the act, whatever is most useful is good - the 
idea of unchangeable moral law arising outside man is totally rejected. Might is right, 
the weakest must submit to the strong - so evolution is the scientific basis for 
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embryo research, child abuse, euthanasia, rejection of the handicapped, indifference 
to human suffering, and an apparent inability for many people to respond to the call 
to defend human life. Sentiment may move people, logic seems to fail, because they 
have not been taught man’s true nature or his destiny - and at the basis of all these 
evils is - the theory of evolution. 
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'Ladder of Nature' not Evolution 


From Miss Paula Haigh 


Kentucky, U.5.A. 


Thank you so much for continuing to send me your excellent 
creationist magazine, DAYLIGHT. 

Allow me to congratulate you for publishing Glenn's 
suimiary of the Six Days of Creation from Saint Thomas. 
Saint Thomas is, of course, our primary source for the 
philosophy and theology of creation. We fail to make use 
of what he has left us only to our own peril. 

Allow me, also, to point out two names on John Collyer's 
list of evolutionists that really should not be there. 

1) Aristotle's "Ladder of Nature" is a static hierarchy of 
being and has nothing to do with the historical or 
temporal development of creatures. It was the evolutionism 
of post-medieval times, especially of the 18th and 19th 
centuries, that temporalised the ancient Greek (Platonic 
and Aristotelian) hierarchy which was called "The great 
chain of being". (See the book of that name by 
A.0.Lovejoy). 

The Dictionary of the History of Ideas (a reliable 
reference work) in the article on "Evolutionism" says: 

The impetus of evolutionary thinking among the 
Gr eeks was brought to an abrupt halt by the work of 

thinkers held vie^ysthat were incompatible with any 
conception of irreversible, cumulative changes 
taking place in the real world. ... 

Aristotle represented the real world as a 
hierarchy of kinds of things, each of which 
combines form and matter. In his biological 
writings, however, he recognises that living 
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organisms are not sharply classifiable into kinds, 
for there are many intermediate types which blur 
the lines of demarcation. He even says in one place 
that "nature passes from lifeless objects to 
animals in an unbroken sequence." These views 
haveled some students to conclude that Aristotle 
must have been an evolutionist. But such a 
conclusion is mistaken. It wrongly supposes that 
because the affirmation of continuity in the living 
world is incompatible with a belief in sharply 
discrete kinds, it implies a historical derivation 
of one kind from another must have taken place. 
Aristotle certainly did not think that the 
intergrading of organisms had come about 
historically. It would have been inconceivable to 
him that one species of animal could slowly change 
into another species, just as it would have been 
inconceivable that the complex hierarchy of nature 
could have been gradually developed from simple 
beginnings. For him the universe is eternal and 
unchanging. In it every thing has its fixed nature 
which remains unaffected by the motion which brings 
about its actuality from a state of potency. The 
profoundly anti-evolutionary character of 
Aristotelianism helped to arrest all forms of 
evolutionism for nearly two thousand years. 

The Romans, e.g. Lucretius, Cicero, Horace, revived 

evolutionary ideas for a time, but - 

such views were eclipsed when the Christian world- 
outlook became predominant in Europe. An essential 
part of this outlook was the biblical story of 
creation, according to which the universe was 
brought into be i ng by an all-powerful God who had 
made it complete in every detail, with each kind of 
creature occupying its proper place in the whole. 
The period since the creation was relatively br ief, 
being only a few thousand years. Adam, the first 
man, was created by God in His image, and hence 
could not possible have had ancestors. The human 
race is, indeed, central to the drama which is 
being worked out according to the divine plan. The 
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rest of the universe merely forms the background 
for what is taking place. Thus the static 
creationism taught by Christianity made it 
difficult for any idea of evolution to arise, let 
alone be defended. 

It was the Aristotelian hierarchy of being - without its 
error of eternal existence, - that Saint Thomas 
incorporated into his synthesis of Catholic philosophy and 
theology. 

2) Jeremy Rifkin is a relativist, non-creationist social 
critic who adheres to Thomas Kuhn's theory of history as a 
series of shifting paradigms or world-views. He has no 
absolutes by which to judge these historical shifts and so 
the ultimate and most basic truths elude him. However, his 
book Algeny (1983) contains one of the best empirical 
analyses of the deficiencies of Darwin's theory of 
evolution. Part Four of Algeny is entitled "The Darwinian 
Sunset: The Passing of a Paradigm". Along with Norman 
Macbeth, Michael Denton and Philip Johnson, Rifkin 
deserves our gratitude for helping to demolish the 
Darwinian myth from within the scientific establishment. 

Keep up your good work for the cause of our Catholic 
doctrine of creation which as you point out so well is 
foundational. 

Paula Haigh. 



AS PARENT, SO CHILD 

w- 

living can nujis liisifuctiofi - 

programmed with individual change. 
Mendel's law guides this construction - 
Each species stable in its range. 

Control from the start; the double helix 
dots species' members on their way. 
Preventing Fldo becoming Felix? 

^ Each species DIFFERENT DNA. j 


IMAGE & LIKENESS 
] | fcffectfd mum liconHqufntW: 

'Why? Because!' In reason's chart 
All its biological potential sealed 
in the fertilized egg from start. 

Yesl when the parents, separate & equal 
genetic inheritance allot, 
we know in principle the sequel: well 
who can give what he hasn't got? 




Pertinent poetry on sticky-labels ! Send for free samples. 
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From ’A TOUR of the SUM4A' 
By PAUL J. GLENN 


MAN 

(QUESTIONS 75 to 102) 

75. MAN’S SOUL 

L A soul is the life-principle in a living body. The soul actualizes 
a body as living, and it is the substantial form which makes the 
living body the specific kind of living body it is: plant, animal, man. 
The soul of a plant and the soul of an animal are called material 
souls not as though they were made of bodily stuff, but to indicate 
their dependence upon the bodily organism which they determine 
and actualize. 

2. The human soul is a nonbodily substance endowed with intellect 
and will. In this life the human soul has an extrinsic dependence on 
the body, but not an intrinsic dependence. It can exist and operate 
per se even if it be severed from the body. And this means that it is 
truly a subsistent substance. 

3. The plant soul and the animal soul are not subsistent substances. 
They cannot exist and operate per se without the plant body and the 
animal body; indeed, it is the complete body, plant or animal, that 
exists and acts per se. Material souls are incomplete, nonsubsistent sub¬ 
stances. 

4. The human soul is subsistent, yet, while it is a complete soul, it 
is not a complete human being. The complete human being is a com¬ 
pound of body and soul. Plato mistakenly thought that the soul is 
the complete man, and that the body is a kind of container or prison. 
But this is not true. Man is a single compound substance made of 

body and soul; the soul can exist and perform its proper operations 
even if severed from the body. __ _ 

5. Therefore the human soul is a spiritual substance. It is an element 
of the human compound, but in itself it has no compounding or 
composition; there is no matter or material in it. It is a substantial 
spiritual form. It is a spirit. 

6. The substantial and subsistent form cannot decay, break up, or 
cease to exist. For it has no material elements or parts to fall away; 
it has no intrinsic dependence on matter for existence and opera¬ 
tion. Hence it is an incorruptible substance; it cannot perish or die. 
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7. The human soul is not of the same species (that is, definite and 
complete kind of essence) as the angels. Indeed, we have seen that 
each angel is a species in itself; angels are only of generic sameness. 
But a human soul is like an angel in the fact that it is a spiritual 
substance, and it is unlike an angel in the fact that it is a spiritual 
substance designed to be united with a body. Again, all human souls 
are of the same species, whereas each angel is itself the only member 
of its species. 

76. UNION OF SOUL AND BODY IN MAN 

1* The spiritual soul of a human being is the substantial form of 
the living man. It is this spiritual soul which, substantially joined 
with matter, sets up and constitutes an existing human being. Man $ 
soul is not in his body as a hand is in a glove or as a rower is in a 
boat; it is not united with the body as an organist is united with 
the musical instrument in producing harmonies. All these examples 
are instances of accidental union. And the human soul is joined with 
its body in substantial union; with its body it constitutes one sub¬ 
stance, the human substance. 

2. Each human being has his own soul. Some ancient teachers 
mistakenly believed that there is one universal soul for all men, a 
general soul. There are as many human souls as there are individual 
human beings. 

3. Each human being has his own soul and it constitutes him as 
an existing living substance of the human kind. And each man has 
only one soul Although man has the three grades of life—vegetal, 
sentient or animal, and human—he is only one being, one substance. 
The human soul is, in itself or as such, a spiritual soul; this spiritual 
soul, inasmuch as, in the body, it can be the root-principle of bodily 
functions, is equivalently vegetal and sentient. We say, in technical 
words, the human soul is formally spiritual, and virtually vegetal and 
sentient 

4. The spiritual and intellectual soul of a man is his only sub¬ 
stantial form. For a man is one substance; he is constituted as one 
substance of the human kind by one substantial form. But the human 
kind is the intellectual kind, not merely a plant or an animal. Hence 
a man is constituted ih hisTSSd by an inteilectuSrdt spiritual prin^ 
ciple, and this is his one spiritual soul, his one substantial form. 

5. The human soul does not receive its knowledge with its nature 
when it is created, as is the case with angels. It must acquire its 
knowledge. And it gains its knowledge through the ministering office 
of bodily senses. From sense-findings the soul arises, by use of its 
power or faculty of mind, understanding, intellect, to supra-sensible 
knowledge—to ideas, judgments, discursive thought. 
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0. The primal matter with which the human soul is joined as 
substantial form is not a specially prepared or “disposed” matter, 
with special or superior qualities. For primal matter is not of various 
kinds; primal matter has no qualities and can have none; primal matter 
does not even exist until existence is given it by substantial form. 

7. A substantial form is united with primal matter to constitute an 
existing body. There is no medium, no connecting link, for this union 
of substantial form and primal matter. It is an immediate union. 
Therefore, the human soul (which is the substantial form of the 
living human body) is joined substantially and immediately with the 
body. 

8. The substantial form of a body, living or lifeless, is in the body 
it constitutes, but not circumscriptively, not dimensionally, not part 
here and part there. The substantial form which makes a block of 
marble the kind of thing it is, is found in the block and in every part 
of the block. The whole block of marble is marble; so is any piece you 
break off from the block; and the unbroken block is marble in 
every part. And in a plant, one life is present throughout the living 
substance, in root and stem, in branch and twig, in flower and fruit; 
the life-principle or substantial form of the plant makes it this plant 
throughout. Now, a perfection found in lesser substantial forms is 
certainly not lacking in greater ones. What is true of bodies as such 
and of living bodies less than man, is true of man. Mans substantial 
form is whole in bis living body and whole in every part of that un¬ 
broken living body. But the soul does not perform the same opera¬ 
tions in every part of the body; there are different bodily parts or 
organs for different bodily operations. Hence we say: the human soul 
is present in its entirety of essence in the body and in every part of the 
body; but it is not thus wholly present in every part as to specific 
operations. The soul is primarily related to the body; it is secondarily 
related to the various parts of the body considered severally. 

oooOooo -- 


The substance of Monsignor Paul J.Glenn's life can be sunned 
up in three words: priest, teacher, writer. Bom in 
Pennsylvania, he studied under the Benedictines at 
St.Vincent's College and Seminary in Latrobe, Pennsylvania, 
where he was ordained priest in 1918. There also he attained 
doctorates in both philosophy and theology. His career as 
teacher began at St*Vincent's College and continued at. 


Sacred Heart Seminary, Detroit. During the summers 1924-1926 
he was lecturer in philosophy at the University of Notre 
Dame. His first book. History of Philosophy , published in 
1929, led him into a new field of instruction. Convinced 
that "pupils need very plain guides and directives in their 
journey towards intellectual eminence," he began to publish 
books on scholastic philosophy at the rate of almost one 
each year. His fined work, A Tour of the Summa , is p a 
fitting crown to a life dedicated to the education of ’man. 
At the time of his death in 1957, Monsignor Glenn was 
professor of philosophy at the College of St. Charles 
Borroneo, Columbus, Ohio. 
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Did Man Evolve? 

Dr Patrick Gill 

The question of the evolution of mankind has interested 
scientists and philosophers since ancient times. The oldest 
recorded attempts to answer this complex question were made 
by the Greeks. Plato (429 - 347 BC) thought that the essence 
of species was the idealised form or structure defining it, not 
the superficial characteristics of individuals in any one 
generation. 

Plato’s disciple, Aristotle (384 - 322 BC), the father of 
embryology, indicated that the idealised or typical form of 
each species was maintained by the process of reproduction 
from generation to generation. The technical term for his view 
was typology or in common parlance - “like begets like”. 

In the Renaissance, William Harvey (1578 - 1657), in his book 
Degeneratione aninuilium (1651) proposed his famous dictum 
“All animals, even those that produce their young alive, 
including man himself, are evolved out of the egg”, which is 
the foundation stone of a proper understanding of modern 
reproductive biology and also of evolution, human or animal. 

John Ray (1627 - 1705), English naturalist and Anglican vicar, 
argued that trivial, local differences must not be allowed to 
break up the basic unity of the true species that God originally 
had created. It was ridiculous to add a new species every time 
one discovered a form differing in some slight degree from 
those already known, as these differences could have been 
producedbycontinued effect of local conditions upon the 
original form. Thus a distinction emerged between species as 
real entities and varieties formed within species as a result of 
changed conditions. 

Linnaeus (1707 - 1778) adopted Ray’s theoiy of species as 
immutable - “one single pair, one of each sex, created for 
each species, so that all individuals of the same species have a 
common origin”. 
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Thus for over 2000 years, famous names in science, medicine 
and philosophy put forward an evolutionary viewpoint which is 
at odds with current scientific and popular thinking on this 
matter. Why has this situation occurred and which of the two 
viewpoints is more likely to be correct? The answer to the 
former question is to be found in the philosophy of the 
enlightenment; to the latter in molecular biology. 

The “enlightenment” was a French 18th century cult of 
reason, which proposed that there was a natural or material 
explanation for everything we see in the world. Enlightenment 
materialists, by undermining the Genesis story of creation and 
the argument from design, hoped to bring down the 
intellectual structure that sustained the traditional code of 
morality, namely the Judaeo-Christian ethic of the Ten 
Commandments. 

The original enlightenment philosophers and scientists were 
mainly French - d’Holbach, Diderot, de Maupertuis, de 
Maillet, Buffon and Lamark - but in the 19th century, this 
philosophy spread throughout Europe and eventually to 
America. Various attempts were made by scientists to show 
that life was merely a material process and evolutionary 
viewpoints were proposed to support this hypothesis - Buffon 
and Lamark were the two best known names associated with 
these ideas. 


The 19th century produced many scientists attempting to 
confirm the evolutionary viewpoints of the 18th century 
enlightenment philosophers and scientists. Charles Darwin 

( 1 8DQ . 1 ip tKa kar* __! a * a_ _ 1 a 1_*_ «. 


had no scientific qualifications, having obtained a degree in 
theology from Cambridge University in 1830. He had an 
interest in scientific matters and went as naturalist on the 
Beagle”, mainly to South America and the Galapagos 
Islands, from 1831 to 1836. 
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On his return he conceived his theory of Natural Selection, 
which he published in 1859 in the Origin of Species, following 
up with Descent of Man in 1871. In the former book he dealt 
mainly with animal evolution - “I believe that animals are 
descended from at most four or five progenitors and plants 
from an equal or lesser number”. In the latter book he dealt 
with human evolution and pressed his former arguments to 
their logical and inescapable conclusion - “man is descended 
from a hairy-tailed quadruped, probably arboreal in its habits 
and an inhabitant of the Old World”. 

Thus it appeared that species were not fixed, all the great 
names of antiquity mentioned above were wrong, and most 
important of all, the Genesis Story of Creation was no more 
than a myth. 

The social, moral and political implications of Darwin’s theory 
of evolution were enormous (as they were intended to be 
from the deductions from the enlightenment philosophers and 
scientists) and today it is widely accepted, even by Christians, 
that Darwin’s view on man’s origins are final, absolute, even 
axiomatic. 

However, not all scientists have accepted the Darwinian 
viewpoint of life. Only 40 years after Darwin’s death, Eric 
Nordenskiold in his book The History of Biology (1928), 
passed this judgement on Darwin - “To raise the theory of 
selection, as has often been done, to the rank of a natural law 
comparable in value with the law of gravity established by 
Newton is of course quite irrational, as time has already 
shown; Darwin’s theory of the origin of species was long ago 
abandoned. Other facts established by Darwin were all of 

Sydney molecular biologist Michael Denton in his book 
Evolution: a Theory in Crisis (1983) concludes that “The 
Darwinian theory of evolution is no more nor less than the 
great cosmogenic myth of the twentieth century”. 
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How is it possible for these statements to have been made and 
where could Darwin have erred? The answer, I believe, is to 
be found in the great discoveries of cellular and molecular 
biology made in the late 19th and 20th centuries after Darwin 
had died. 

The molecule of life, D.N.A., was first discovered in 1869 by 
Professor Friedrich Miescher - he called it nuclein, as he 
realised it was present in the nucleus of cells. Professor Oscar 
Hertwig, who was the first person to realise the scientific 
meaning of fertilisation in 1875, wrote in 1884 that “nuclein is 
the substance that is responsible not only for fertilisation but 
also for transmission of hereditary characteristics”, a point of 
view that is at the heart of our present conception of D.N.A. 
He wrote that “in its embryonic development a mammal 
certainly does not pass through a series of stages identical with 
the lower animals, but rather the egg of every mammal 
species is just as fully specialised as the animal itself and 
similarly with the embryonic stages. The egg contains within 
itself all the characters of the organism as rudiments”. This 
correct view of the egg (or ovule) can be compared with 
Darwin’s view - “Man is developed from an ovule, about 
125th of an inch in diameter, which differs in no respect from 
the ovules of other animals”. 


Darwin’s superficial view of life has been completely over¬ 
whelmed by our current understanding of molecular processes 
within the cells of various animals and human beings. As a 
result of the discovery of the chemical structure of D.N.A. in 
1953 at Cambridge University by Francis Crick and James 
Watson, we know that the molecular or genetic information 
present in human beings is enormous compared with “prime- 


are 

containing 3000 million nucleotides (or molecules of 
which would require a book 500,000 pages long of A4 size just 
to describe in shorthand the genetic information in one cell. 
“Primeval organisms” are only one cell in size with very 
limited genetic information, ranging say from one to 100 A4 
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others who have been much impressed 
with the video, he knows the immensity of 
the problem and must have searched in 
his mind over many years for the means of 
resolving it. «l do think it very, very suita¬ 
ble for penetrating alien and alienated cir¬ 
cles... But the weight of your academic 
associations, the qualifications of the five 
scholars whom you cite, and the technical 
excellence make for a blockbuster...» 

One can detect his awareness that at 
the root of it all is misguided philosophy. 
As long as promoters of such philosophy 
believe that the origin of everything can be 
scientifically explained by purely natural 
and mechanical processes, they will not 
give the supernatural its rightful place. 

Is it not more than just a coincidence 
that the thinking underpinning the moder¬ 
nism in the Catholic Church is very close 
to that which produces atheism? The vast 
numbers of people who have left the Faith 
over the last thirty years, and eventually 
rejected belief in the supernatural, provide 
the dramatic evidence that there must be 
some connection. Cardinal Ratzinger, in 
his address to the presidents of the 
European Doctrinal Commission in Austria 
in May 1989, pointed to the role of evolu¬ 
tionary philosophy as a causal factor in the 
crisis of faith within the Church. Indeed it is 
no secret that such a philosophy was the 
justification of Hitler's policy for world 
domination by the Aryan race, purged of 
all its «impurities». It is also evolutionary 
philosophy that is the accepted rationale 
of Marxism. The fact that such a philo¬ 
sophy is signalled by the Prefect of the 
Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith 
as being widespread in the Church, surely 
gives food for thought... 

Now, providentially perhaps, a possible 
weapon for cutting the Gordian knot has 
made its appearance. Although some tra- 

ding a solution, Mafachi Martin sees it as 
"the answer to a prayer.» Moreover, when 
put to the test he declares that it produces 
«almost miraculous** results. Indeed for 
the first time in this era, the subject of 
Evolution Theory is being criticised in 
public by Catholic scientists — not just a 
group airing their views in a parochial 
meeting, but experts presenting argu¬ 


ments in a “broadcast** quality professio¬ 
nally produced film available in several 
languages for worldwide distribution. Men , 
of learning and scientists with good ere- ! 
dentials, drawn from the major disciplines 
normally expected to support evolution, j 
are speaking against it. They conclude j 
that in the light of the latest scientific evi*. j 
dence, evolution is nothing more than a « 
philosophy masquerading as a scientific j 
discovery\ We do not see how one who j 
has seen the film can fault the empirical 1 
evidence presented. Part of that evidence, | 
for instance, coming from a U.S. State . 
University, demonstrates by laboratory 
experiments that fossil-bearing rocks are 
not formed in accordance with the prind-, 
pies established and accepted since the 
eighteenth century, which were basic prin¬ 
ciples upon which Darwin constructed his 
theory. The experiments show that the 
position of fossils in sedimentary rocks, 
provide no clue to the order in which they 
were buried. This fact alone removes the 
rationale for Evolution Theory. Then there 
is the mass of convergent evidence, (roof 
the other disciplines. 

This Is not a film simply for orthodox 
Catholics, although in all Christian charity, 
they should be in the vanguard ensuring 
that the video is seen far and wide, whose 
main theme does not refer to the Church’ 
or even the Bible, its religious message is 
nonetheless crystal clear, it is a simple 
statement of scientific fact presented In a 
pleasing non-technicai form which all the 
world can understand. Whoever sees it, 1 
almost without exception, is almost sure to 
reagt strongly. Their whole world view is 
suddenly placed in the witness-box/ 
because without really realizing it they, like' 
virtually everyone in today's society, have 
developed a theology underpinned by evo4 
iutionary thinking. To test this statement/ 
askthemosttradrtionafCathoiic^ whether 
cave-men lived before or after Adam and 
Eve. They will almost certainly hesitate 
before answering. The evolutionary tea^ 
ching they have received at school and 
through the media will ooze out of Jheif 
subconscious. They know the Church's 
Magisterium teaches that Adam was the 
ancestor of all mankind; but were cave¬ 
men real men, or just ape-men? If those 
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stooping, heavy-browed, club-wielding, 
grunting creatures, represented by the fer¬ 
tile Imagination of evolutionary artists, 
were descendants of Adam, then they 
were the very opposite of evolution. If 
Adam was a perfect man, his cave-men 
descendants must have "devolved»*I For 
an Intellect "Conditioned»» by evolutionary 
teaching, cave-men represent just one of 
several conundrums. If, however, the 
dating of their fossilised remains were 
wrong, and they were in fact contempora¬ 
neous with civilised man, then they would 
be no different than any other unrefined 
people discovered throughout history, cut 
off from civilization. A scientist in the video 
deals with this question. 

Not surprisingly, many people consider 
that belief in evolution does not affect their 
faith. They ask: Why should it make any 
difference to our faith whether God chose 
to create man by a process of evolution 
from some pre-existing animal, or directly 
from the dust of the earth? Weil, if it made 
no difference, there would be no problem. 
For then, regardless of what people thou¬ 
ght about evolution, there would be no 
way in which that thinking could lead them 
to question the Church’s , teaching. There 
are those who go even further and say 
that, regardless of what the Church tea¬ 
ches, belief in evolution should not affect 
authentic Catholic faith — as though the 
Maglsterium cannot know what God 
means (and does not mean) when He 
speaks to us In Sacred Scripture about 
things bearing on natural phenomena and 
natural origins. (2) 

Before going further, therefore, it is 
interesting to examine the definition of 
"faith," The classical theological meaning 
Is that faith is a supernatural gift of God 
which enables us, without doubting, to 
b elieve whatever God has revealed. 
- -rfthose who hive recffveS foe gSV inte¬ 
gral faith, know that only the Church can 
fully tell us, through the charlsm of its 
Maglsterium, what God has revealed — 
this being a fitting Providence, since the 
Integrity of divine teaching Is so badly nee¬ 
ded for the exercise of our faith. (3) Clearly 
anything which, by subtle suggestion, 
would challenge the Church's traditional 
doctrine must be suspect and put us on 


our guard, because it can corrupt our faith. 
The point is, therefore: Does belief in 
Evolution Theory, as it is taught, require a 
reinterpretation or revision of Catholic 
magisterial teaching? 

Few people would disagree that 
Evolution Theory insinuates doubts in 
many people’s minds about Adam’s 
immortality before the fall (his sin of diso¬ 
bedience). The teaching on this subject, 
handed down to us from Christ through the 
Apostles, as explained to us by the 
Church's maglsterium (Council of 
Carthage, A.D. 418; Trent, A.D. 1545-63) 
is quite clear. Death came into the world 
through the sin of Adam. Prior to this "ori¬ 
ginal" sin there was no death. Adam was 
the single ancestor of all mankind and was 
Immortal. 

A kind of «thelstic evolution** theory 
has developed, which holds this: Provided 
a "divine causality** Is acknowledged (i.e., 
that God Himself brings about the changes 
requires by Evolution Theory), then an 


(2) The inerrancy of Sacred Scripture 
and the competence of the Papal 
Maglsterium to interpret It (even where 
facts of nature are Involved which men of 
science study) are both articles of our faith. 
(Benedict XV in DS 3650-3654; Vatican I. 
DS 3007). 

(3) We submit that God wants us to fully 
know and fully abide by what He has to tell 
us. As far as the Integrity of fulfilling this Is 
concerned, my conscience would accuse me 
of dishonesty to intrude myself into Roman 
Catholic circles as a member unless, by 
study and cooperation with grace. I had 
reached a certainty of the traditional claims 
of the Papacy to be God’s divinely accredi¬ 
ted spokesman. When our parish received 
sincere converts into the Church after our 
courses of instruction, they never objected 
to a requirement that they swear to an oath 

scandalous errors that circulate today. In 
every age, even in Apostolic times, intruders 
have been found who would lack this hone¬ 
sty. More than once I have heard the que¬ 
stion raised: in this present age^of permissi¬ 
veness could we not profit by a little more 
obedience to II John 1:10, riot only for our 
own protection, but to avoid a flattery which 
often confirms the erring In their miscon¬ 
ceptions, for whose correction we pray. 
(CTW 1987. pp. 54-66} - Ed. (A.M.S.) 
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opinion that man descended from brutes 
can be reconciled with Church teaching. A 
claim that this is acceptable thinking is 
widely circulated in Catholic circles, espe¬ 
cially among those concerned with teaching 
the Faith. Those involved in propagating 
this claim are, without realizing it, sugge¬ 
sting a “process* which is diametrically 
opposed to any form of Evolution Theory 
accepted by the scientific establishment. It 
is so far removed from what has been more 
professionally and systematically worked 
out by the natural-science community, that 
they might just as well be proposing «ex 
nihilo* creation for all species. 

Divine causality implies either that God 
intervenes at every stage of evolution to 
bring about the change from one species to 
another' or that He inserted a programme 
of evolution in the original matter He crea¬ 
ted. But the clues (inconclusively) presen¬ 
ted for Evolution have tried to argue that 
the emerging of new species came about in 
a process of “natural* selection of “ran¬ 
dom mutations,» which found successful 
results amid blind, hit-or-miss processes 
which were nearly all failures. Indeed the 
one case built up in detail with scientific 
claims for evolution -supposes an evolutio¬ 
nary path strewn with numberless failed 
species, where mutational “error* had 
made them unfit for survival. It supposes 
countless incidents happening at random 
(successful survivals are coincidences), not 
a series of intelligent divine interventions. 

The other theory of theistic evolution, 
that matter Is pre-programmed by God, is 
probably the most popular amongst theistic 
evolutionists and those claiming to have an 
open mind on the subject. But we believe it 
leaves the door of Catholic students* minds 
wide open to an atheistic philosophy. (4) It 
involves unacceptable presuppositions 
which are not immediately thought okfor- 
the enemy is cunning, and would open 
young minds to a way of thinking which te 
used unashamedly in Communist schools 
to empty the students' minds of God. 
Evolution Theory is aimed at convincing 
students of a purely natural ^explanation to 
the origin of the entire cosmos and every 
living organism. Once the mind has accep¬ 
ted this fact there Is no room for the super¬ 
natural. 


If evolution were really true, however, 
and could be proved scientifically, the only 
reasonable way of reconciling It with 
Catholic teaching would be to suppose 
that matter was created complete with a 
programme of evolution. This Is the “divi¬ 
ne causality* rationale used widely by 
various theologians in the Church today. 
Here they run into two very real problems. 
The first is that the proof that was believed 
to exist for Evolution Theory is now shown 
to be only speculation. The second Is that 
real proof Is now available that Evolution 
Theory is opposed to the laws and princi¬ 
ples of science. 

Assuming, however, that Evolution was 
a viable theory, it would be necessary to 
examine the claim that God programmed 
matter for evolution. If matter realty contai; 
ned an evolutionary programme which dri¬ 
ves it to ever higher states of complexity^ 
such a programme would obviously have 
to be a reality, it would have to really exist 
in the same way as the programme of a 
living cell exists. For many years evolutkF 
nist scientists have been studying matter 
for such an inherent purposive force, The 
latest equipment for analysing particles of 
matter is extremely sophisticated and 
scientists in this Held say without equivo* 
cation that such an organizing force 
matter does not exist. 

An evolutionary scientist declares} 
“Liberal religious leaders and lheok>giajris ; 
who also proclaim the compatibility of rett; 
gion and evolution, achieve this unlikely 
position by two routes. First, they retreat 
from traditional interpretations of God's 
presence in the world, some to the extent 
of becoming effective atheists. Secppdj 
they simply refuse to understand modem 


(4) Many Christian thinkers, who suppose 
that the Biblical account of creation Is farfct* 
ched, defend the faith with explanations non 
far-fetched, and later on loae their faf.ttb 
Precipitously Judging that man's descent frioo) 
brutes was well proved, they rejected every 
reasonable explanation of the revealed truths 
about Original Justice, the Kail, and Original 
Sin, and preferred far-fetched explanations 
which they could not long accept * 
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«We are now presented with the spec¬ 
ter of atheistic evolutionists and liberal 
theologians, whose understanding of the 
evolutionary process Is demonstrable non¬ 
sense , Joining together to... lambast crea¬ 
tionists... Evolutionary biology, as taught in 
public schools shows no evidence of a 
purposive force of any kind ...» (William B. 
Provine, Professor of history of biology at 
Cornell University, U.S.A., 1987). (5) 

The closer one examines the efforts 
expended by theistic evolutionists to salva¬ 
ge the Church's teaching from an atheistic 
theory whilst retaining the theory, the clea¬ 
rer It becomes why the faith is in such 
deep crisis. They have succeeded In unsu- 
j spectingly allowing Catholic students, as is 
I the case with their non-Catholic counter- 
: parts, to be indoctrinated with the implica¬ 
tions that God does not exist. These peo- 
1 pie who, despite the evidence to the con- 
; trary, continue to believe In evolution and a 
; Creator God, are, as a result, Inevitably 
] exposed to the winds of modernism. 

Of course there will be those who, for 
I reasons best known to themselves, will 
; refuse to see the connection between 
Evolution Theory, now identified as no 
more than philosophy, and the apostasy 
j which is ravaging Christ’s Kingdom on 
earth. Means are available, however, to 
help restore order to the Church and to 
bring many back to the faith. The active 
use of those means by every concerned 
Catholic, accompanied by prayer, is 
likely to produce widespread and rapid 
i results. You can personally participate in 
! the action by obtaining the video, arran- 
j ging showings in the home, at parish 
j activities, in schools, publicizing it in pari¬ 
sh magazines, local papers, etc., and 
praying. (6) 


(5) We recall a writer (teaching In a • 
Catholic university) who. In the late 1950s. 
claimed that some liberal Catholic exegetes . 
seemed to have a kind of «mutual admira¬ 
tion society,* too hastily supporting one 
another s venturesome interpretations of 
holy Scripture. That mutual support 
unhappily convinces unthoughtful students 
more than empirical evidence, which has 
always been too Inadequate to make more 
than an Illusory case for evolution. - Ed. 

(6) The video Evolution, fact or belief? is 
now available in the USA from: -Keep the 

J™*** p U* Box 8261; North Haiedon. 
NJ 07508. tel (201) 4235395. In Australia 
from: John XXIJ1 Co-op., p.o. Box 22. 
Ormond, 3204. tel. (03) 5782706. In the UK 
from: C&W Productions. 48 Cambridge 
Road, Gillingham, Kent ME OJE. tel. (0634) 
33168. In Ireland from: Mrs. Casey. St. 
Patrick's Academy. Newport. Co. Mayo, and 
VERITAS, 7-8 Lower Abbey St.. Dublin 1. 
tel. 9421782; In Monaco (in French. 
English. Spanish or Italian SECAM or PAL) 
from: P. Wilders. 42, Bd. dltalle, Monaco, 
tel. 93508834. 

(•) Acknowledgements to Soul magazine, 
P.O. Box 976. Washington. NJ - 07882, 
USA. 
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r Exceptional quality ; easy to understand with explanatory 
graphics. 


content. Gentlemanly yet gripping, it presents an extremely 
powerful case for creation/Flood to layman and scientist 
alike." 


Creation magazine (Creation Science Foundation) 


"Probably the best video on the scientific evidence against 
evolution...Highly recommended for its professional quality 
and superb scientific content." 

Creation Update (Creation Resources Trust) 
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EDITORIAL POLICY 


The very first DAYLIGHT, dated May 1977, edited by the late 
John Campbell, consisted of fourteen 'Gestetnered' sheets, 
typed on one side, which the Editor introduced thus: 

"...It was decided to bring out this amateurish effort 
as a matter of urgency, for too much time has already been 
lost. The first purpose of this newsletter is, of course, to 
provide a means of communication between the members of our 
scattered group. The second - perhaps even more urgent - is 
to give data to those gallant schoolchildren who, without 
any popular works to draw upon, have been defying their 
Evolutionist mentors in the schools, defying them and all 
the popular Evolutionist pamphlets. For more than a decade 
our schoolchildren have been subject to a battery of 
Evolutionist propaganda in the schools, without ever having 
had a reply to hand. 

The matter and the tone it is intended to keep as non¬ 
heavy, as light and clear as possible, so that the busy 
reader and the student may quickly obtain the points on 
which they wish to become informed." 

I would like to confirm that it is still intended that 
Daylight maintains a level understandable to the 
non-specialist, nevertheless having sufficient depth to 
interest clergy, scientists, teachers and students. As your 
present Editor has less time to write original material, and 
many readers have become better informed, the newsletter has 
'evolved' to include more varied and lengthy articles, 
forming more of a review or magazine (which incidentally 
avoids VAT on printing costs !). 


We wish to focus particularly on aspects relevant to 
Catholics, as a wide range of creation-science publications 
is now available through other organisations, which can 
usually be highly recommended for their scientific content . 
Catholics, however, need to be cautious regarding the 
authority claimed for the Biblical interpretations , which 
rests solely on Scripture and ignores Catholic guidance 
protecting against doctrinal error. In practice, 
nevertheless, most Protestant creationist exegesis is fully 
compatible with Catholic Faith, but not necessarily demanded 
by it. There may thus be a certain risk of a'Catholic being 
over-dogmatic about a passage open to a less literalist 
interpretation. 
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SPECTRUM" 


Further shades of opinion from readers. 


"I enjoy your magazine ’Daylight' and find it very 
informative. I forward the magazine to our local bishop 
after I have finished with it." Dr.K.C., U.5.A. 

"Thank you for excellent material received this morning - 
very welcome ! ...the work by Gerard Keane is a 

magisterial work- comprehensive, clear and written in such 
a delightful flowing style - and in a non-controversial 
manner." R.H., Kent. 

"Thank you very much for sending me a copy of "Creation 
Rediscovered" which I am reading with great interest. I 
have always felt that the theory of evolution sounded 
extremely dubious, so it is good to see my doubts 
confirmed so clearly and in so scholarly a manner. 

D.M., Surrey. 

"Thank you for sending me the December 1992 issue of 
Daylight. It is a pleasure and privilege to receive your 
journal which has helped me enormously in my desire to 
learn the truth about evolution. The article "Self- 
imposed Crisis" by Mr.Charles O' Connor was an excellent 
analysis of some of the conseguences of evolution and its 
conflict with the traditional teachings of the Church." 

M.D., Birmingham. 

"...I only wish Catholic Creationists put on church 
(parish) seminars like the Evangelical Institute for 
Creation Research does. (Their seminar is for laymen and 
it's outstanding ! IVe been to four already). You are 
amazed how the people react when at the seminar they 
realise they have only heard half of the 
creation/evolution story ! Our pastors must grow up first- 
they won't even listen to the creation side... 

By the way, I visited the new ICR museum in San Diego, 
it's very informative until you get to the New Testament 
times display and then Catholic "Tradition" gets 
clobbered, but it's better than evolution any time ! 

...the #6 issue was excellent, very informative and 
enjoyable to read for a non-scientific layman like myself. 

E.W., California, U.S.A. 




